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CRITICA SACRA. 


XXX HE Author of the Critica Sacra little 
: T thought, when he penned that Treatiſe, 
ix that he ſhould ever have been obliged to 
appear publickly in its defence. The principles he 
proceeded upon, were, in his own opinion, ſo ſimple 
and obvious; and the concluſions drawn from them 
ſo juſt and natural, that he verily believed, they 
could never be called in queſtion. But herein, it 
ſeems, he was greatly miftaken. For almoſt every 
Poſition he has laid down, has been ſince controverted 
by a learned Jew, in a protelied Examination of that 
Treatiſe *. 

The chief Deſign of the Critica Sacra was to re- 
commend to the practice of the Hebraical Reader an 
accurate Collation of the parallel Texts. And ſuch a 
Collation was more particularly recommended to him, 


® See Critica Sacra examined,. &c. by Mr. Rapyatt Barun. 
A 2 becauſe 
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becauſe it appeared to be one of the beſt and likeliefi 
methods, as well to diſcover as to correct the Miſtakes, 
occaſioned by the negligence or ignorance of Tranſ- 
."cribers; . Büt the learned Examiner, Mr. Raphael 
Baruh, ſtrenuouſly oppoſes this notion: and © aims, 
* on the contrary to ſhew, that no paſſage, or even 
© a ſingle word, or letter of Scripture; ſhould be 
« deemed corrupted on the ſole authority of parallel 

“Texts *,” Fe 

As theſe opinions are ſo widely different, and can- 
not poſſibly ſtand together; let us now ſec on which 
« fide the Truth lies, by applying them both to a pro- 
per Teſt : I mean, the Teſt of Scripture and Reaſon. 

But before I advance to the application of Serip- 
ture, it will be neceſſary to premiſe ſome things con- 
cerning it; in which it may be ſuppoſed we cannot 

differ: and which therefore may ſetve as the proper 
Baſis of our future Diſquiſitions. 
ls aſſume it then as an indiſputable Axiom, 

1. That the ſeveral Books of the Old Teſtament 
came originally, from the hands of cheir reſpective 
authors in a ſtate of : abſolute purity and perfection. 
2. That theſe inſpired authors, in their ſeveral re- 
preſentations of the ſame facts, were ahways and every 
where (ſo far as they repreſented them) intirely con- 
Jitent both with themſelves, and with each other : and 
,conſequently, that there were no real diferentes, no 
4 contradictions, in their accounts 4 ps ei 


b e een 


ther 


. 
ther the circumſtances of the tranſactions, the dates of 
the occurrences, ,or the known fate of the times. 
All this 1 is neceſſarily implied i in the nature of Inſpira- 
tion. For Truth can be but one: And © the Spirit 
« of Truth” cannot contradict dimſelf. 

Corollary. If then it appears from the preſent Text, 
that the recorded circumſtances of ſeveral tranſactons 
are inconſitent—that the dates of facts are often dif- 
feret—and. that particulag parts of the bile often 


5 a4 +4 


elſe can we conclude, but "that the Text is, in duch 
places, corrupted; and ſhould be ſet right by the 


correſpondent Accounts, and, other collateral . 
dences? 


But this, perhaps, may be looked upon, as urging 


a concluſion too abruptly. Let us therefore proceed 
in a more leiſurely manner. h 

Now, though it be by Oe e that * Books 
of Scripture were perfect at firſt, as being all written 
by inſpired perſons z yet, when they came to be afler- 
wards tranſcribed by frail and fallible men, can it 
ever be ſuppoſed, that theſe Tranſcripts were equally 
Pure, equally perfe with the archetypal copics? that 
no words were overlooked, no errours committed, by the 
ſeveral Tr Tanſcribers? This is more than what, the 
Jews themſelves preſume to maintain. They frankly 
| — « that even at the eſtabliſhment of the Canon 
* of Seripture, ſome various Readings were found. a, ? 


* Pref, p. ii. Q oz 4 
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—which they iuſerted then in tlie tiargin of their 

Bibles , abd now read iuſtead of the Text. 

As mee Reri's or marginal Readings are of ſome 
ebnſequence in the pteſent queſtion, i it may be of uſe 
io conſider them mote particularly. 

hey are generally divided into even Claſfes: 

"Claſs I. Where a Letter i is de ficient or redundant | in 
we tent. 

Claſs II. Where one Letter is written for anot ber. 

Claſs mw Where the Letters arc miſplaced or tranſ- 
poſed.” 

Claſs 10. Wbere 2 Letter is affixed to the preceding 
word, which ouglit to have been prefixed to the word 
Following. 

"Claſs V. Where bole wordt are written, which are 
not to be read; and, on the contrary, whole words 
are read, hh not written. 

"Claſs VI. Where two diſtin words are made one ; 
or elſe improperly divided. 

Theſe fix Claſſes were originally founded upon, and 
ſupported by, che various Readings of ancient Copies. 
But, 

Claſs VII. en voces honeſtiores pro obſccenis le- 
gendas conrinet) is 'a mere figment of the Jews; and 
derived its origin from their falſe, ſu zperſtitious refine- 
ment. | 

Tube Iuſtances therefore under the fix foregoing 
Heads, are ſo many Inſtances of the Miſtakes of 


80 ſay moſt of the J Writers upon whoſe principles 1 
* to argue. 5 


L 7 Þ 
Tranſeribers; and amount in number, colleQirely 
aken, to no leſs than Eienr Honpzxy and Tnlarr 
Eier *, 

But are theſe eight bundred and thirty eight errours, 
obſerved and noted by the ancient Maſorites, - ALL the 
errours, that ever crept into the Old Teſtament, or 
are now to be found therein? Are there no miſtates 
in it of any kind: — no defect or redundance, no change 
or tranſpoſition of letters; no omiſſion, no wrong in · 

of words, but what theſe critics have already 
ſpecified ? Has the Text, i in all other reſpetts, reach» 
ed our hands i in its primitive purity? 

This laſt queſtion, my adverſary ſays, he © pre» 
« tends not to enter into f. ” But why ſo? eſpecially 
when he knows, that it is the grand, fundamental 


queſtion in this Diſpute—the queſtion upon which 


the whole controverſy chiefly turns. If he thinks, as 
he ſeems to think, the affirmative ſide defenſible, let 


him boldly maintain it, and bring forth his ſtrong. 
reaſons. For my own part, I eſpouſe the negative— 


and ſcruple not to aſſert, that there are many errours 
in the Hebrew Text, reducible to ſome of the fore- 
mentioned Claſſes, which the Maſorites have either 
overlooked or negleted—and which any judicious 


Reader, SPATE to the genius and grammar of che 


Y Bla, Lovita 8 the Keri's to be in all 848: from which 
10, the number contained in the 7th Claſs, being deduQed,—the 


remainder, viz. 838, are W. Tranſcribers; - 
1 Crit. Sacra exam. P- 1. 
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. 51 
langnage, and to "the 1 nature and cireximaſtances of 
things, may eaſily and readily diſcover. They occur 
fo frequently, in one form or other, that there is no 
occafion to point them out. One can hardly collate 
ro verſes together, but ſome variations (ariſing either 
from à deficiency, change, or tranſpeſaion of letters) 
_ be difcerned berween the words. _ 

*" Theſe variations my opponent looks 1 upon. as s triflng 
immaterial, and untevrt hy of notice :. But to me they 
appear in another light, I cannot eaſily, admit even 
of the fmalleſt yariations. The minute difference 
between the words HN and de Gen, iv. 18; 
ds alſo between Nd and "KD Gen. XXXil. 30, 
31; Lam ſtrongly prompted to remark as a faull. 
Aud 1 have the Maſorites often concurring with me, 
though not in bee, yet in many other, as immaterial, 
inſtances: for ſeveral of the Keri's are of this ſort. 
And if they judged the authority of Manuſcripts 
ſofficient to ſupport. their marginal corrections ; [ 
think the conſtruction and harmony of the context 
here the repeated names are required to be exactly 
conformable to the prime ones ) equally, ſufficient to 
bear me our. Ty 
But the Text, It is fad, ſtood as it Zoes 2 up: 
. Wafds of 1 500 years—hay, from the eſtabliſhment 
« of the canon in the time of Ezra f. and is there 
fore 1 not to be controverted. No, admit chat it has 
ſo ſtood, and'that it is exaRtly'conformable- ro thc 


® Crit. Carre exam. P+ 9. 18, 26, Kc. 
+; 1 i p. ii. vi. 


canon 


WA 


canon—yet,, how, or in what manner, was the Canon 


itſelf eſtabliſhed ? For ſince different Copies read dif- 


ferently, what gave the preference to the preſent 
text? The Jewiſh anſwer is, © that where the copies 
« read variouſly, thoſe readings were preferred, and 
admitted into the Text, which were authorized by 
« the greater number of eſteemed copies . 

But here we would aſk “ Upon what grounds did 
they found the value upon what principles did they 
form their mation, of the ſeveral copies, that lay 
before them?“ This is a queſtion that requires a clear 
and diſtinct ſolution: But to this the Jews never care 
to ſpeak openly. However, what they are loath to 
declare in words, their practice has ſufficiently demon- 
ſtrated. It is manifeſt that they ſettled the Text, not 
by the ſuperior purity of the Tranſeripts, but by 
the ſuperior number of the agreeing Copies. For 
what elſe, but the number of Copies ſo agreeing, could 
induce them to retain ſuch wrong, ungrammaiical read- 
ings in the Text; when other Copies, though indeed 
fewer, preſented them with the right and grammatical 
words; which now ſtand in the margin of their 
Bibles? For ſurely they cannot but acknowledge, 
that the marginal Readings, which they call Heri's, 
are, in general, more agreeable to the truth of Facts, 


more conformable to the rules of Grammar, and more 


correſpondent to the ſenſe of the context, than the 
textual Readings are—and therefore ought, 'on the 


* Crit: Sacra exam. Pref, p. ĩi. 
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principles of /ound criticiſm, to have changed places 
with thoſe readings * or rather, t to have excluded 
—_ utterly. 

But to this it is replied What has criticiſm to 
do with the Biblical text, eſtabliſhed by an inſpired 
& perſon? Is Ezra's inſpiration to be combated by 
“human judgement ?” No—But to ſpeak freely, 1 
doubt whether Ezra ſettled the text : nay, I will un- 
dertake to prove that he did not. 

Let the Jes ſuppoſe,” as they generally do, that 
Ezra, or any other inſpired perſon, ſuperintended the 
eſtabliſhment of the Canon of Scripture, and the 
ſettlement of the Hebrew text. Upon this ſuppo- 
ſition, the following queſtion naturally occurs: And 
to this queſtion they are obliged to anſwer. © Was 
e not His Inſpiration (be he who they will) able to 
determine, between two diſcordant words, which was 
© the true, and which the falſe one?“ But it is viſibly 
evident by their own adopted marginal Readings, by 
their annexed Ker?'s, that the perſons who fixed the 
preſent ' Text were not able to determine it. For 
then, there would have been no marginal Readings or 
Keri's at all: and yet they now ſtand in every Book 
of the Old Teſtament: and in the later Books they 
are more numerous and frequent than in the former. 
How could this come to paſs, let me aſk the Jew, 
under any ſuppoſed Hſpiration? How could it come 


4 Indeed many of the older MSS have the Keri's in the text, 
where the later have em! in the margin. 
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to o paſs more elperially under Ezra, the reputed eſtab- 
liſher of the Canon? If he could not aſcertain the 
genuine Text of thoſe Books, which had been writ- 
ten before his time; yet he muſt ſurely know what 
himſelf had written—and conſequently ſettle the true 
reading of his own Book. Since this then was not 
the caſe ; ſince his own Book is as full fraught with 
KReri's, as any Book of the ſame ſize throughout the 
Bible; we are hence unavoidably led to conclude, 
that the Canon was not perfected, nor the Text eſtab- 
liſhed, in his days: no; nor yet in any part of that 
time, that His original Copy was in being. For then 
recourſe might have been had to the genuine text; 
which would have utterly excluded the Keri“. 

But this is not all—Ir is clearly deducible from the 
genealogy of the ſons of Zerubbabel *, which is car- 
ried down to the time of Alexander the Great, that 
the Book of Chronicles was not written, till many 
years after Ezra's death; and muſt therefore have 
been added to the Canon in a ſtill later period . 

Hence then it ſeems to follow, that the Hebrew 
canon was not eſtabliſhed by inſpired perſons; but 
was formed by the judgement, and ſtands on the au- 
thority, of the ancient Maſorites; and may therefore, 
I hope, be canvaſſed without offence, even by modern 
critics f. 


The 


Compare 1 Chron. iii. 19, &c, with Nehem. xii. 22, &c. 
+ See Frid. Con. Part I. B. V. p. 262. fol. 
1 I know full well, what Jeu and Chrifian Writers have 
10 of Ezra's Edition of the Hebrew Scriptures ; but I require 
B 2 ſome 
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The preſent Text, adopted by the weſtern Jew, 
Was ſettled by Rabbi BEN ASHER, about the year 
of our Lord '1034—above fourteen hundred year; 
after the death of Ezra : during which extenſive, 
and, for the moſt part, calamitous period, many of 
the beſt and moſt ancient copies were probably loſt; 
whoſe Readings can only be recovered by the help 
of thoſe ancient verſiont, which were happily made 
from them before their extirpation. The Greet and 
"Syriac verſions are peculiarly excellent in this reſpet : 
for they often lead us to truer and more conſiſtent 
readings than thoſe which occupy the Hebrew Text. 

-* "Theſe things conſidered, I cannot but eſteem it a 
peculiar inſtance of good providence, and eminently 
conducive to the ſecurity ' of the text, that the e 
facts are fo often recorded, the ſame hiſtories ſo often 
repeated, in different parts of the ſacred Volume. 
For, as this Volume was to be tranſmitted to future 
ages through the hands of different Tranſcribers, who 
were, all of them, liable to frequent miſtakes; how 
ſurprizingly are the parallel paſſages, as well as the 
different manuſcripts, adapted to ſupply each other's 
defects, or to confirm each other's integrity! 
Different Authors, it muſt be allowed; had proba- 
bly different views in writing the /ame Hiſtory: and 
"conſequently might, in a certain degree, both alter 


ſome better arguments, than thoſe they have yet offered, to bring 
me to their opinion. Moſt, if not all, of what is attributed to 
bim, ſeems to be the work of much later hands. 


the 


N 

the diction, and contract or enlarge the ſubſtance of 
the narration. But nevertheleſs, the Truth of things 
manifeſtly required, that the frait and run of the 
hiſtory ſhould be ſtill the ſame : — that the circum- 
PBances ſhould agree, or, at leaſt, not differ—that the 
dates ſhould ' correſpond—and that the whole ſhould 
ſtand in perfect conſiſtence with itſelf, and with other 
collateral records. What one Author omitted, as im- 
plied or known—what another added by way of illuſ- 
tration may be cafily diſcerned; and morcover may, 
without the help of inſpiration *, be eaſily diſtin- 
guiſhed from thoſe Errours and Miſtabes, which cor- 
rupt, perplex, and deface the Story. | 

Whenever, therefore, any inconſiſtences or defect. 
appear, that manifeſtly require a remedy; from whence 
can we draw it with ſo much propriety, with ſo much 
aſſurance of truth and r as from the parallel 
and correſpondent texts? When we correct hugs, we 
correct under the auſpices of Inſpiration — Which 
leads me to ſhew, how the Scripture itſelf plainly 
proves, ' 

That ſome paſſages ſafely may, nay, neceſſarily 
muſt be corrected and ſupplied by their parallels, in 
order to render them complete and conſiſtent or to 
make them expre/s the intended, obvious meaning. of 
the Writers. I will inſtance in a fact of as great 
moment and notoriety, as any, perhaps, in the Jewiſb 
hiſtory: I mean the ſiege and demolition of Jeruſalem, 
as recorded in 2 Kings xxv, and Jer. Iii. 

* Sec Crit. Sacra exam. p. 3. 
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It is related by both Authors, “ that, in the reign 
«of Zedektah, in the ninth year of his reign, 1n the 
« tenth month, in the tenth day of the month, Nebu- 
% chadnezzar King of Babylon came, he and all his hoſt, 
« agataſt Jeruſalem, K&c.: And the city was beſieg- 
«edt unto the eleventh year of king Zedekiah. And,” 
ſays the author of the book of Kings, 2 MYUwN 
bn the ninth day of the month, the famine prevailed 
in the city, &c.“ On the ninth day of what 
month? Here is &ridently a date intended : but it is 
as evident, that there i is no date inſerted. Are there 
not, therefore; ſome words manifeſtiy wanting, to make 
up the date, and to expreſs the intention of the 
Writer? This ſurely cannot be denied. Let us then 
turn to the parallel place, Jer. Iii. 6. and ſee what 
that ſays. Now there we read-- wn In WIN 
was. „In the Fourth month, on the ninth day of the 
/monith, '&c.” Which complete the ſenſe and the 
dute tog ether, That 75% was originally the reading 
in Kg, the Arabic verſion fully proves: and ſo 
does the Syriac in part. And will any one now ſay, 
that our 'Englt iſp Travflators did wrong in ſupplying, 
as they have done, the om Noi won in Kings from the 


parallel place in Jeremiah ? Nay, will any perſon of 


candour aſſert, that even an Editor of the Hebrew 
Bible Would do wrong, if he ſupplied this hiatus (but 
in a diſtinct, i. e. different character) from the ſame 
Hebrew parallel? ? —eſpeclally when the paſſage muſt 
otherwiſe remain lame and Imperfet Ht 

2 But 


: 1 
But this is not the whole, that I have to remark 
on this occaſion. | The Author of the book of Kings, 


ver. 4. chat 0 the city was broken op! and,” may 
be ſuppoſed 0 mean, that the ">. .monon WAR, 
« the men of war” did ſomething « by night, by the 
e way e of the gate, &c.” But that ſomething is totally 
omitted; and the ſenſe of the paſſage conſequently 
maimed. Hence then we are induced again to conſult 
the parallel paſſage, Jer. ver. 7. And what now does 
the parallel paſſage ſay, „the men of war“ did? 
Juſt the very. thing, that the Author of Kings ſhould 
have f ſaid ; and, I belieye, did originally ſay—as it 
Was the moſt likely thing that could poſſibly 
happen in their ſituation; and what the ſequel 
of the hiſtory plainly ſhews muſt have happened— 
% VPN NIN MM, * They fied, and went out 
* of the city by night, by the way of the gate” Ke. 
And may not a man then—/hould he not indeed, even 
in juſtice to the perfection of the hiſtory, ſupply the 
defect of one of theſe paſſages from the fulneſs of the 
other? The Chaldee paraphraſe, as well as all the 
Verſ tons, authoriſes this amendment in Kings. 

It is moreover to be obſerved, that the word 3 
is wanting in Kings at the cloſe of this verſe. For, 
as it now ſtands, the verb T2 is deſtitute of a nomi- 
native caſe. See the Vulgate and Arabic verſions. 

All this, and a great deal more, was virtually 


Pointed out in the. Collation at the end of Critica oy 


Sacra ; 
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2 dee Crit. Sacra exam. p. 99, &c. 


1 

Sacra *; though the Examiner overlooked it—or i: 
lay beyond the limits of his deſign. | 

We will therefore come into his immediate province 
—and offer ſome Remarks on the Book of Chronicle: ; 
whoſe purity, perfection, and excellency, Mr. Baru} 
is for ever extolling T. It has doubtleſs its merits; 
which chiefly conſiſt in the uſeful additions, or expla- 
natory ſupplements that are made to former accounts. 
But as to the order, elegance, and correctneſs of the 
compoſition, eſpecially in its preſent ſtate, I cannot 
help thinking that its Advocate over-rates it greatly— 
that he often miſtakes its blemiſhes for beauties, and 
its defects for excellences. If I have any knowledge 
of the language, that knowledge directs me to con- 
clude, that the Book is far from being ſo perfect as he 
has been pleaſed to repreſent it. Let us try it in a Col- 
lation he has conſidered at large; and where he ſcems 
to exult, as having cleared the whole of all its dit- 
ficulties and contradictions. The Collation is the 
Eleventh ; viz. that of 

1 Chr. xx. 4—8. with 2 Sam. xxi. 18—22}. 

I ſhall not enter into a minute compariſon of theſe 
paſſages ; though they afford very ample matter for 
criticiſm : nor ſhall I diſpute with Mr. B. the pro- 
priety of the method, by which he endeavours to 
reconcile their variations. That method, I own, I 


P. 26, &c. | 
1 Crit. Sacra exam. p. 7, 8, 100, 101, &c. 
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U,93 
cannot approve And, looking upon the text in both 
places, as coming to us through the hands of men 
liable to miſtakes, I think the variations may be ac- 
counted for, and the paſſages reconciled, in a much 
eaſter, and more natural manner. 

I preſume, that the fr} YINK in 2 Sam. ver. 19. 
is, notwithſtanding Mr. B's illuſtration, a wrong in- 
ſertion inadvertently made by the Tranſcriber ; and 
that, * in one book, and e in the other, ſhould 
be, as the margin in Chronicles reads, vy, And 
then, how readily will the paſſages, aliowing for eaſy 
miſtakes, appear by inſpection to accord! In the Eng- 
lib indeed they ſeem to be utterly irreconcilable. For 
Samuel relates, that“ Elhanan, the ſon of laare, 
«(Oregim,) a Bethlemite, flew Goliath the Gittite,“ 
Kc. And the Author of Chronicles ſays, that © El- 
« hanan, the ſon of Jair, flew Lahmi the brother of 
“Goliath the Gittite,” &c, But let us put them in 
appoſition according to the original, and then judge. 

d Hi VA: VP g man JN Sam. 

TR 2379 DN v a hr TN Chron. 
Dan 71 Sam. 
Den 354 Chron. 

Upon this view of the paſſages, “let the unpreju- 
© diced Critic now determine, whether he does not 
« ſee a manifeſt proof of corruption” in Chronicles. 
Here are but /wwo words different; and thoſe ſuch as 
might eafily be miſtaken. N and g are not far 
diſtant in orthography, and leſs in ſound. The 

*Þ 71 before 
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N before o might be eaſily dropt. And though 

NN and NR be very ſimilar; yet if the Reader ſhould 

think N not likely to be ſo miſtaken, let him reſled 

that the ? may have been careleſsly added; as d is 
written for RD in this very place, ver. 4. 

And then both paſſages will entirely agree in this 
uniform literal. rendering. And Elhanan, the jon of 
lair, 4 Bethlemite, /lezv Goliath the-Gitiite, the ſtaff 
f whoſe {pear was like a weaver's-beam*.” 

. +, There are thoſe, Iknow, who imagine the corrup- 
tion to be in Samuel, and not in Chronicles. But their 
arguments are to. me not convincing- The Copy, 
from which the Latin Vulgate was made, had evident - 
ly reren in Chronicles ; and wanted rh, the 
ſuppoſed name of the Giaps ; W it retained , 
e the brother of Goliath It is laid,“ * that the 


"ES / 


11 Mr; Barub takes it for granted (compare Coll xi. p. 99. with 
Coll. xii. p. 26) * that Flharan, the vanquiſher of this giant, is 
«ge and the ſame perſon with Elbanan, who is numbered among 
% David's mighty men, in +the- College- of Thirty: and he allo 
& takes it for granted, that this mighty deed of his vanquiſhing 2 
„giant, was the cauſe of his being inſtalled in that College.”— 
That is, he takes it for granted, that a deed done at the end of 
David reign, was the cau/e that the perſon, who did it, obtained 
x _ the honour of being inſtalled in the College at the beginning of his 
. reign : or, in other words, that a certain cau/e produced its ef”, 
| above 30 years at leaſt before that cauſe exiſted. This, I confeſs, 
is a new method indeed of reconciling Scripture variations. 
+ Verſo Vulg. Lat. Paralip. I. cap. x*. 5. Aliud quaque bellum 
- geſtum eſt adverſas Philiſthæos, in quo percuſſit Adeodatus { Elha- 
nan) filius Saltus (Jabiri) BETHLEBEMITES fratrem Goliath 
5 Kc. 


& deſigu 


L 19 +] 

« deſign of Chronicles was to throw light on the name 
« of the giant ®,” But is it not more natural to ſup- 
poſe, that Samuel ſhould diſtinguiſh this giant by the 
title of the brother of Goliath, when he had given us 
the hiſtory of David's victory over that mighty man; 
than that the Author of Chronicles ſhould do it, who 
never mentioned a word of the conteſt ? But in truth, 
there was, no diſtinction here intended by either of the 
ſacred Writers: nor could any diſtinction be made 
between theſe Giants in point of kindred. If this 
ſuppoſed Lahmi was the brother of Goliath, ſo were 
they all f. For they were all the ſons of one man, of 
the ſame Giant, RD, of Gath; and conſequently 
all Gittites—Which- takes away at once the whole 
Force of the argument, that has been advanced. on 
the phraſe, Goliath the Gittite;“ as if the Goliath 
that David flew, was the only Goliath that could be of 
Gath. There were no leſs than forry-frve years be- 
tween David's victory over Goliath, 1 Sam. xvii. and 
the battles here recorded; which happened but rec 
years' before David's death. And it I might be al- 
lowed to hazard a conjecture, E would: ſuppoſe, that 
the Giants here mentioned, were all the /ons, and not 
the brothers, of that Goliath. This fairly accounts for 


Ihbbibenob's reſentment againſt David]; and al ſo for 


the conduct of the other. three. 


Crit. Sacra exam. p. 103. 


+ Hence it appears, that TN is entirely 8 and 
Hhould, as above noted, be turned into N, correſpondent to the 
parallel in Samuel. 


t 2 Sam, Xxi. 16, 17. | 
C 2 Though 
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Though I have been drawn far into this point, it 
was by no means the point for which I produced the 
collation. I meant it- ſhould contribute to another 
end; and that is, to prove, that the Author of the 


book of Chronicles (ſuppoſing the preſent Text to be 
his genuine Tranſcript) muſt have copied very injudi- 


ciouſly from the ancient Records. For by inſerting 
either too little, or too much, he has introduced an 
inconſiſtency into the account: and ſuch an incon- 
ſiſtency, as the advocates for the integrity of the 
Hebrew Text will find, I believe, hard to be removed. 

It is concluded 1 Chron. xx. 8. that the three 
Giants, mentioned in the preceding verſes, * fell by 
6 the hand of David, and by the hand of his ſer- 
“ yants.” But how does it appear from the account 


here given, that any one of, them Fell by the hand of 
David? or that any one of them even encountered 
David? It is evident indeed they could not: for after 


his conflict with H bibenob, David, being old and unki 
for war, was not permitted to fight any more. This 
account then, as it now ſtands, cannot be right. It 


wants ſomething to render it conſiſtent, Let us there- 
fore ſee, whether any thing can be obtained from the 
parallel Text. Now the concluſion in 2 Sam. ver. 22. 
is, with the addition of a ſingle word, exactly the 


ſame with this. And theſe four—fell by the hand 
of David, and by the hand of; his ſervants.” But 
this concluſion ſtands there well ſupported by the 
context. For Samuel ſpcaks of four battles with the 


Philiſtines; 


n 
r —— 
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* 1 

Philiſtines; in the it of which David engaged with 
Ihbbibenob — and though he was not able to vanquiſh 
him, yet did he, we may preſume, greatly weaken 
him; and thereby contribute to his ſpeedier fall by 
me han& of Abiſbai, ver. 17. This ſufficiently war- 
rants the concluſion; and excludes the neceſſity of 
that interpolation, which the Chaldee Paraphraſt 
thought proper to introduce into the 19th verſe * ; 
on purpoſe, it ſhould ſeem, to obviate the objection 
made above. But the objection made above can, in 
my opinion, be no otherwiſe ſolved, than by frankly. 
acknowledging, that the account of the fr battle 
(2 Sam. xxi. 15—17.) was inadvertently omitted in 
the copy from which the preſent text of Chronicles 
was printed. This may be deduced not only from the 
tenour of the hiſtory—not only from the abruptneſs 
with which it begins in Chronicles : for 1, 7711, 
And it came to paſs after this,” cannot well connect 
two tranſactions, that happened at the diſtance of 
fifteen years from each other — But it may alſo be 
deduced from the word yu ver. 4. which ſhould 
have been rendered, as in the margin of our Bibles, 
And there continued war —implying a former war 
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In 2 Sam, xxi. 19. the Chalgdee Paraphraſe runs thus — Et fuit 
adhuc bellum in Gob cam Peliſthzis, et occidit David, filius Jiſai 
textoris weli domus ſanf{uarii qui de Bethlehem, Galiath Githzum, &c. 
How David, the ſon of Jeſſz, came to be inſerted here inſtead of 
Elhanaz, the ſon of Jair, is to me ſomewhat ſtrange ; unleſs it 
was to ſupport the concluſion at the 22d verſe where it is ſaid, 

** that one or more of theſe giants fell by the hand of David 


ON 


[ 22 ] 

<a. This, however, is not al The ſame may 
be further deduced from the veſiges that remain in 
he ancient Verſions, of ſuch a paſſage ſubſiſting for. 
merly in the book of (Hhronicles. The EXX record 
ver. 7. that the giants, who fought and. fel, were 
hour. IIaſeg . TEEEAPEE vie, . N i; 
NI Aus, wat & Teh vr cares The Syriac 
verſion ſays, ver. 8. P RYIR—Ruatuor iſti nati 
erant contumelioſæ in Garth, fractique ſunt per ma- 
num Dayidis, &c. Hence then it is manifeſt, that 
the text of Chronicles is here imperſect; as it wants 
the account of the;jr/ of thoſe four battles, which 
the raelites fought with the Philiſtines: And by this 
defect it is become glaringly inconſſtent with itſelf; 
as none of the Giants therein mentioned “ fell by the 
* hand of David.“ 

But this is not the only Inſtance of the Inpperſeo- 
tion of this Book. Several Facts are repreſented in 
it, in a manner conzradifory to the real ſtate of things. 
It is well known, that Zehoſhaphat was in truth © king 
&« of Fudah :” And yet, it is expreſsly ſaid, in 2 Chron. 
xxi, 2. that he was IX" JD, © king of ]/racl.” 
How can this be? and by what means is ſuch a con- 
tradiction to be cleared up? Not by the flimſy argu- 
ments that have been already offered; nor by any obe 
of the like ſtamp. I know but of one ſalvo in this 
caſe which is, ingenuoufly to acknowledge, that the 
text is at preſent here cortupted. It is as inconf//ten! 
with the ruth of things, as it is with the ancient Fer. 


frons, 


1 23 4 
ſont. For all the verſions uniformly read in this place, 
« king of Judah — which 1 am convinced was alſo 
the original reading'in the Hebrew, 

A fimilar- inſtance occurs again in 2 Chron. xxviii. 
19: The text ſays, that “ the Lord brought Judah 
« low, becauſe of Ahaz, 5X? 57D, king of Iſrael: 
for he made Judah naked,” &c. Now, in the- firſt 
place, Abaꝝ was not king of Iſrael. Secondly, if he 
had been ſo, why ſhould the Lord bring Judah low, 
becauſe of the king of Jrael? And, thirdly, how 
could the king of //rae/ make Judah naked, over 
whom he had no power? The paſlage then, as it ſtands 
at preſent,-can never be brought to accord either with 
reaſon, or the nature of things. The reading there- 
fore is faulty; and ſhould be, Ahaz king of Ju- 
dab,“ and not © king of I/rae/” — Which is con- 
firmed, as well by the fate of the world, as by all 
the verſions without exception. 

The like obſervation may be extended to other 
places: for theſe are not the only paſſages by many, 
where Fudah and J/rael are erroneouſly inſerted, the 
one for the other. Let me add, that N is put for 
M 1n 2 Chron, xxv. 28. as appears by all the Ver- 
ſions, as well as by the parallel place in Kings. And 
RW ſeems to be redundant in 2 Chron. xxviii. 27. 
as it ſounds ſomewhat odd, that “ the ſepulchres of 
* the kings of I/-acl ſhould be in Jeruſalem.” 

Another inſtance of corruption may be obſerved in 
2 Chron; xxii. 2. where the preſent text is full as in- 


conſiſtent 
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conſiſtent with the nature of things, as it is with the 
tenour of its correſponding paſſage. Here the Author 
records, © that Ahaziah was MW BWIDVIN 
«* forty and two years old, when he began to reigu.“ 
But in the 24 Book of Kings, viii. 26. he is ſaid to 
be only NW DNL , © twenty and tus 
years old.” What a glaring contradiction is here 
One or other of theſe paſſages muſt be faulty; if 
ever there was a faulty paſſage in a book. Now let 
us examine, by the ate of the caſe, and the natur 
of things, on which ſide the errour lies. It appears 
both from Chronicles and Rings, that . Jehoram,” the 
father of Ahaziah, © was thirty and two years old 
-when he began to reign ; and he reigned eight years.” 
He died then at forty. And therefore his ſon, and 
eſpecially pH his youngeſt ſon, who reigned. imme- 
diately after him, could not poſſibly, in the order of 
nature, be, at his acceſſion, forty-t-¹s Hence then 
it follows, that the miſtake muſt be in Chronicles, as 
the text now ſtands. But, to do the author of Ce. 
nicles juſtice, the fault is not hig, but his Tranſcrivcr's. 
For the original reading was here, as well as in kings, 
not EIN but Ep 2 the Syriac and Arabic Ver. 
ſions having in this place 7wenty-#wo years; and the 
LXX, according to ſome Copies, twenty years, bu! 
according to others, twenty-two—in exact conformity 
with the parallel paſſage. 

But the ancient Verſions, we are told, cannot be 


depended upon: nor is there any neceſſity to refer to 
"We + | them 
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them on this occaſion. Both texts are perfectly right: 
and the great variation between them may be eaſily 
reconciled in the following manner —“ The 22 years, 
« aſcribed to Ahaziah in the book of Kings, were 
« the years of his real age: but the 42 years, aſcribed 
to him in Chronicles, are the years, not of his age, 
« but of his nomination to the crown; to be com- 
« puted ftom the time his father Jehoram was de- 
© clared prince royal *.” Now Jehoram died at 
forty : and therefore, by this account, his ſon was 
declared Heir-apparent to the crown two years before 
his father was born—that is, in plain terms, he was 
appointed to be king, before it could poſſibly be 
known, whether he himſelf, or even his father, 
would ever come into exiſtence. If this be to explain 
Scripture, I know not what it is to expoſe it, For 
ſurely, no illuſtration can expoſe it more, than that 
which ſets it in direct oppoſition to common ſenſe, and 
to the common courſe of nature; 

There is another corruption of the ſame kind, 
which may be eaſily diſcovered by comparing 2 Kings 
xxIv. 8, with 2 Chron. xxxvi. 9. For the book of Kings 
lays, that“ Jehoiachin was RI Muy rn 
. * eighteen years old, when he began to reign;“ 
and the book of Chronicles, that he was on] ö _ 
Dee Nor“ Jg. 

This difference,” my opponent ſays, © may be 
u reconciled upon the ſame principles as are adyanced 
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* in the former collation *”—that is, upon principles 
which render the Scripture ridiculous, But the Scrip- 
ture, in truth, was originally ſubject to no ſuch im- 
putation. For the copies, from which the Syriac and 
Arabic Verſions were made, read here, eighteen, in 
perfect agreement with the book of Rings. And I 
appeal to any man of ſenſe and candor, whether it 
would not, in all theſe and the like caſes, be more 
conformable to right Reaſon, as well as more honour- 
able to the real dignity of Scripture itſelf, that its 
advocates ſhould rather acknowledge the obvious miſ- 
takes and errours of Tranſcribers, than ſtiffly conteſt 
for the integrity and perfection of the preſent Text — 
which yet they cannot poſſibly defend, without run- 
ning into greater abſurdities, than thoſe they labour 
to reconcile. This is not the opinion of myſelf alone: 
it is alſo the opinion of a much greater. man ; which 
I ſhall deliver in his own words: * Si quid ego video 
« aut intelligo,” ſays the learned Perizonius, © multo 
e rectius divinitati et auctoritati Scripture Sacræ con- 
< ſulunt, qui vitium iſtic librariorum in re per fe levi 
* agnoſcunt, quam qui difficultatem volunt tollere, 
& contortis, violentis, et abſonis interpretationibus ; 
% que ab ipſa Scriptoris locutione, et clariſſima ſyn- 
* taxi longiſſime recedunt; immo pro lubitu mutant 
ſententiæ ſubjectum & prædicatum. Exempli gratia, 
„quando 2 Reg. viii. 26. & 2 Paralip. xxii. 2. 
* eadem plaue verba, niſi quod ſolo in numero diſcre- 
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u pent, leguntur in Hebraica Scriptura: Plus 22 
* annorum erat Ebazia, quum regnare inciperet, & re- 
« enavit unum annum; et nomen matris ejus erat Atha- 
« lia, fila Omri : quis erit, qui rem ſeduio & abſque 
« præjudicio conſiderans, non multo rectius autuma- 
« hit conſultum auctoritati Sacrorum Codicum, ac 
s longe minus exponi eos cavillationibus impiorum, ſi 
« utroque in loco eadem verba eodem etiam modo inter- 
s pretemur, eoque ſenſu, quem aperte prez ſe ferunt, ac 
e tantum librariorum à vero numero in loco Paralip. 
« aberrantium agnoſcamus lapſum, quam ut eadem 
« yerba, tam non ambigua, in uno loco longe aliter 
© explicemus, quam in altero, & ita quidem, ut, tur- 
e bara omni conſtructione & ordine, ſubjectum ora- 
tionĩs quod manifeſte eſt, & in altero loco eſſe agnoſ- 
«citur, Abaza, faciamus, vel cum Uſſerio Athaliam, 
vel cum Junio & Tremellio Omrium, hoc modo & 
« ordine, Abaziæ Matri nomen Athalia, nata Homri, 
* agens, ut Ille, vel agentis, ut Hi ad Omrium hoc 
© referentes, quadrageſimum ſecundum annum, quum 
1 3 0 regnaret, qui anno uno regnavit Jeruſchalai- 

* mis, Hoccine eſt i interpretari, & non potius omnia 
« PrP atque impiis anſam prebere cavillandi, 
* quaſi in Textu Sacro quid tradatur, non librario- 
rum, ſed ipſins Auctoris, culpa, quod minus fit 
* yerum, quodque ideo tam abſurda & contorta para- 
« phrafi involvi & occultari debeat? Quanto ſatius 
* erat, verbis tam claris relinquere ſuam ſyntaxin 
* ſunmque ſenſum, quem iiſdem in priore etiam tri- 
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e buimus loco, & hic in librariorum manns omnem 
«© conferre iſtius diſcrepantiæ culpam, quas ſxpe 
6 errafſe, non tantum ex profanis Auctoribus, verum 
c etiam er Novo Teſtamento, & tot ejus variis Lec- 
. rionibus, certiſlimum eſt, & in confeſſo . 

If therefore the Learned, knowing the natural 
frailties of Tranſcribers, had but candor enough, 
fairly to acknowledge they might ſometimes err; and 
if they would read the Scripture with that allowance; 
how eaſily might they illuſtrate ſeveral paſſages, 
which at preſent either carry no meaning at all ; or a 

meaning inconſiſtent with the parallel accounts. 
will inſtance in a collation, which Mr. B. has taken 
ſome trouble to explain and which yet, by ſtick- 
ing to the letter of the text, he has been obliged to 
leave as obſcure as he found it. We read 2 Sam. vi. 2. 
that © David aroſe, and went with all the people that 
« were with him TIT AD FROM Baale of Judab, 
« to bring up from thence the ark of God.“ In thc 

parallel place, 1 Chron. xiii. 6. it is aid, that © Da. 
e vid went up, and all Ifrael, opa, To Baalah, 
« (to Kirjath-jearim) which belongeth to Judah, to 
wo bring up from thence the ark of God.“ Now it is 
evident at firſt ſight, that the text in Samuel muſt be 
wrong. For David could not go from Baale, to bring 
from thence the ark of God. Inſtead therefore of 


the word DAD, let us regal Ad, or rather Nya, 
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to Baalah; (““ which,” ſays Joſhua xv. 9g. is Kirjath- 
jearim) and the whole becomes at once clear and 
conſiſtent. One would be apt to ſuſpect, that Ox 
gor in Chronicles, was at firſt a marginal 
Gloſs; afterwards erroneouſly introduced into the text. 
But of this let the Reader judge. | 

In the lame manner the difference between YW* 71 
REY, © Bath-ſhua the daughter of Ammiell;” 
as we read 1 Chron. iii. 5. and Y N- Nn van. 
« Bath · ſheba the daughter of Eliam, 2 Sam. xi. 3. 
may, I think, be more eaſily and naturally accounted 
for, by admitting ſome flight miſtakes in the text, 
than by running into thoſe fanciful and groundleſs 
etymologies, which Mr. B. recommends for the recon- 
ciliation of the paſſages “. The two at words, 
DRY and PYHR, conſiſt preciſely of the ſame let- 
ters; and become uniform by tranſpoſition. The 2 
and in the words ya and ), being both letters 
of the ſame organ, might have been changed either 
by miſtake or by deſign. The Author of Chronicles, 
though he writes in Hebrew, is far from being a good 
Hebræan. He often introduces the kindred dialects 
into his language; eſpecially the Chaldee and Syriac. 
Thus he writes DDD Dο for 1ORPDAAIN + 
BW for M21 t. PUNT for pm . and RATA 
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* Crit. Sacra exam. p. 47, &c. 

+ Compare 1 Chron. v. 26. with 2 Kings xv. 29. 

I 1 Chron. vi. 16, 17, &c. xv. 7. xxii. 15, 16, &c. 

! 1 Chron, xviii. 5, 6, &c. 2 Chron, xvi. 2. Xxviii. 5. 23, 


for 


1 
for To-. & c. Nay, it appears, that he ſome: 
times adopted even the phraſcology of the Greeks 
for pd Rapfodoth, 2 Chron. ii. 16. is evi- 
dently derived, to ſpeak in the words of Grotius, 
ex Graco pode, quod contexturam carminum ſig- 
« nificat, tranſlatum ad ratium contexturam.” 

Theſe and ſuch like peculiarities of ſtyle Mr. Baru} 
ſhould have noted — ſhould moreover have properly 
explained. For though they are no corruptions, they 
are nevertheleſs manifeſt proofs that the Author was 
not that accurate and elegant Writer he ſeems to 
have taken him for. Nor indeed was it poſſible he 
ſhould be: ſince it is well known, that he compoſed 
this Book, when the Hebrew language was not only 
«upon the decline, but had ceaſed to be vulgarly 
ſpoken. 0 N 

And this leads me to another obſervation, with 
which 1 ſhall cloſe the ſubje& before us. If the 
[Hebrew language was at this time ſo little known and 
. underſtood by the Jews, as Ezra himſelf repreſents it 
to have been; what wonder is it, that the Tranſcripts 
then made ſhould be leſs correct, and leſs perfect, than 
. thoſe which were made in more knowing times? and 
will not this clearly account for the later Books being 
[fuller of Keri's than the former? | 

What has been ſaid is ſufficient, I think, to con- 
vince all candid and equitable Judges of the erronc- 
ouſneſs and imperfection of the printed Hebrew Text— 


* Compare 2 Chron, xvlii. 7, 8. with 1 Kings xxii. 8, 9. 1 
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and of the utility of collating parallel paſſages, as the 
means of diſcovering and corredting miſtakes. I muſt 
not however expect, that the prejudices of my oppo- 
nent and thoſe of his perſuaſion ſhould be ſo eaſily 
removed. But nevertheleſs, I am not without hopes, 
that, when the Jews come to obſerve the vaſt multi- 
tude of various Readings, which Dr. Kennicott has 
colleded, chiefly from their own manuſcripts, their 
high preconceived opinion of the abſolute integrity of 
the Hebrew Scriptures will gradually ſubſide; and 
leave them at laſt open to the influence of this juſt 
Concluſion that the ſacred Books, as well as others, 
have, in their deſcent to us, contracted many and great 


faults through the ignorance or careleſsneſs of Tran- 
ſeribers. | 
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contains more uſeful matter than is to be found in many a bulky 


«volume. It opens a vein of valuable and copious criticiſm to 
* thoſe who ſtudy the ſacred literature of the Old Teſtament ; ot 
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